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W

ith roughly a year left to his presidency, President Obama chose to speak to America’s next five to ten years rather than report on the state of
the union, which is his constitutional charge. In many ways, he brought his presidency full circle on Tuesday evening, offering language
more reminiscent of candidate Obama than the churlish President Obama of the past seven years.
“Let’s talk about the future,” he said. But the president had demonstrable difficulty with the present. Throughout his speech, he steadfastly ignored
the biggest problem facing the nation: our runaway $19 trillion federal debt.
He did, of course, offer the usual batch of goodies to the American people: free or more affordable college tuition, an increased minimum wage,
enhanced Medicare and Social Security, better and cheaper healthcare, and “wage insurance,” whatever that is. Never once did he indicate where the
money would come from to pay for these things.
He even offered homage to industry, saying that “a thriving private sector is the lifeblood of our economy.” But as the speech wore on, it became
painfully clear that the President has little to no idea what a thriving economy is, and his ultimate conclusion that “the state of the union is strong,” is
simply incorrect, and demonstrably so.
The president claimed that unemployment has been cut in half. Going by the official numbers, the unemployment rate today is 5% versus over 8%
when he took office. But the jobs numbers tell a different story. The economy has created 8 million jobs since the President first took office. But
there are now 17 million more workingage Americans. The government routinely excludes from its unemployment numbers people who have been
unemployed for so long that they’ve given up looking for work. And their numbers have been growing since 2008. Add those people back in and the
actual unemployment rate today is closer to 10%.
The president also claimed that he cut the deficit by threequarters. It’s true that the deficit today is less than half of what it was at its historic peak in
2008, but sadly that’s a recent development. The deficit has averaged $900 billion per year over the past seven years, compared to $440 billion over
the seven years prior to the President’s terms — and those figures assign to Bush the 2009 transition year when the deficit was at a whopping $1.4
trillion.
When President Obama took office, the federal debt stood at $10.7 trillion. Today, the debt is $18.9 trillion. But that’s small potatoes, comparatively
speaking. In addition to its debt, the government owes unfunded obligations. These are future Social Security and Medicare payments the
government has promised to retirees but which it does not and, under current law, will not have the money to pay. According to the Social Security
and Medicare boards of trustees, unfunded obligations are about $70 trillion. That brings the total amount of money the government owes or has
promised almost to $90 trillion — or 10% more than the annual economic output of the entire planet.
This is the last time the president will give a State of the Union Address. Did he take this opportunity to talk about how he plans to make Social
Security and Medicare solvent? Or how he plans to pay for the $70 trillion the government owes retirees? No, he called for the programs to be
strengthened. And by “strengthened” he means expanded.
The president asked, “How do we get everyone a fair shot at opportunity?” The answer, first and foremost, is by creating a condition in which the
government’s longterm solvency is assured. As it now stands, the state of the union can only be described as precarious.
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B

atman v. Superman: The Dawn of Justice (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Batman_v_Superman:_Dawn_of_Justice) isn't a great movie, but it
does have one great teaching moment. Batman is trying to get his hands on some Kryptonite. Faithful butler Alfred wants to know why.
Batman's rationale:

“

(http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0000460/?ref_=tt_trv_qu)Batman: He [Superman] has the power to wipe out the entire human race, and
if we believe there's even a one percent chance that he is our enemy we have to take it as an absolute certainty... and we have to destroy him.

N

o one should be a utilitarian. (http://econlog.econlib.org/archives/2009/09/utility_isnt_ev.html) But from a utilitarian point of view, Batman's
logic is superficially appealing: He can sacrifice one life to save 7 billion humans with 1% probability, for a net expectational gain of
69,999,999 lives. Until, of course, you pause and reflect. Consider the following utilitarian counterarguments, in ascending order of quality.

